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DECLARATI ON
of the
AVENDED RECCORD OF DECI SI ON

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site,
Cedartown, Pol k County, Ceorgia

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent (Amended Record of Decision) presents an anmendnent to the sel ected

remedi al action for the Cedartown Minicipal Landfill Site, Polk County, Ceorgia, developed in
accordance with the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as anended, 42 U. S.C. Section 9601 et seq., and in accordance with, the National
Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 CFR Part 300.

The original selected renedy was signed in Novenber 1993. Based on new i nfornati on obtai ned
during the Renedial Action, it was determ ned that the renedy shoul d be anended. This RCD
Anendnent provi des for necessary changes to the renedy based on informati on obtained during the
groundwat er nonitoring nmandated by the Novenber 1993 ROD. This ROD anendnent is consistent with
t he Superfund Adm nistrative Reforns Qui dance.

Thi s amended decision is based on the adnministrative record for the Cedartown Minicipal Landfill
Site. In addition, this ROD anendnent will beconme a part of the Adm nistrative Record for the
site. The Administrative Record for this site can be found at the Infornation Repository | ocated
at the United States Environnmental Protection Agency, 61 Forsyth Street, Atlanta, Ceorgia 30303
or the Cedartown Public Library, 245 East Avenue, Cedartown, Ceorgia.

The State of Georgia has concurred on this amendrment to the sel ected renedy (Appendix A).
ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by

i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD anendnent, may present an inmm nent and
substantial endangernent to public health, welfare or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF SELECTED REMEDY

Thi s docurment is an anendnment to the renedial action described in the Record of Decision (ROD)
dat ed Novenber 2, 1993 for the Site. The function of the remedy, as described in the ROD as
amended, is to restrict access to contanination and to reduce contam nation to health based

| evel s which are protective of hunman health and the environnment. Contam nated groundwater is the
principal threat at the site.

The nmj or conponents of the amended groundwater renedy are:

. Institutional controls to restrict groundwater use beneath and i medi ately
surrounding the Site, and

. Mai nt enance of the landfill cover and seep controls.



The requirenent for groundwater nonitoring and the punp-and-treat contingency have been renoved
fromthe renedy.

STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renmedy, as amended, is protective of human health and the environnent, conplies
with federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate, and
is cost-effective. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogy
to the nmaxi num extent practicable, and considered the statutory preference for renedi es that
enpl oy treatnment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volunme as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy may result in hazardous substances renaining on-site, a reviewwll be
conducted within five years after commencenent of the remedy to ensure that the renedy continues
to provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnent. This review will include a
groundwat er sanpling event to verify that the selected renedy remai ns protective

<I M5 SRC 98150B>
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AVENDED RECORD OF DECI SI ON

The Deci si on Summary
Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site

1.0 Site Nanme, Location, and Description

The Cedartown Municipal Landfill Site (hereinafter the Cedartown Site or the Site) is located in
Pol k County on the outskirts of the Gty of Cedartown, Georgia, approxinmately 60 mles northwest
of Atlanta, Ceorgia. The Site enconpasses a fornmer iron ore mne which subsequently was used as
a municipal landfill. The Site is situated on the western edge of Cedartown and is bordered on
the east by Tenth Street, the south by Route 100 (Prior Station Road), and the north and west by
undevel oped and/or agricultural land. Property to the east of the Site consists of an industria
conmpl ex. Land to the north, west and south of the Site is a mxture of residential

agricultural, and undevel oped |land. Only a portion of the Site lies within the lints of the
Cty of Cedartown. The general location of the Site is illustrated in Figure 1, CGeneral Location
Map, and Figure 2, Local Map

The Site, which consists of land fornerly used as part of the landfill operations, occupies
approximately 94 acres. The Site itself has wooded areas along the north, south and west. A
seasonal stream and pond, which appear during periods of high precipitation, exist approxinmately
700 feet west of the Site perineter. The eastern half of the Site is covered by thick grasses
Approxi mately 10 acres of |land, situated between the eastern and western hal ves of the Site,
were not used for landfill operations. See Figure 3, Site Map

The surface of the Site is grassed with limted areas of mainly exposed soil occurring northeast
of the location of the forner Leary home. The crown of the Site is 872 feet above nean sea | eve
(AMVBL) and gently slopes on all sides with the exception of portions of the western perineter
which are relatively steep. During the RI/FS, minor areas of surficial erosion were observed

in the central, northwest, and eastern portions of the Site. Evidence of erosion has not been
observed during recent inspections by the Gty of Cedartown. No exposed refuse was observed in
any of the erosion areas. One | eachate seep was observed on-site. In regular inspections of the
seep, no changes have been observed.

Al though the Site is not conpletely fenced, access is linmted due to the dense vegetation which
occurs around the northern, western, and southern boundaries. The prinmary access route fromthe
east directs traffic past the Cty garage and is restricted by a fence gate which limts vehicle
access to the Site.

2.0 Site History and Enforcenent Activities

The Site was originally developed in the 1880's as an iron ore strip mne. Mning operations
continued at the Site, with sone interruptions, until the md 1900's. At that tine, portions of
the Site were | eased and/ or subsequently acquired by the Gty of Cedartown for devel opnent as a
nmuni ci pal landfill.

Pits resulting fromthe strip mning operations were utilized by the Gty of Cedartown and Pol k
County as disposal areas for nunicipal and, to a | esser extent, industrial wastes. These pits
contai ned native clay or nay have been partially backfilled with clay previously stockpiled from
the mning operations prior to placenent of waste materials. Once waste was in pface, the pits
were covered and graded.



Wiile the landfill received primarily nunicipal solid sanitary waste during its operation,
quantities of industrial waste were also reportedly disposed at the Site. The industrial wastes
di sposed at the Site may have included the follow ng:

. sludge froman industrial waste water treatnent system

. animal fat and vegatable oil skimmings froma separation unit,
. liquid dye wastes,

. | atex paint and paint sludges, and

. pl ant trash.

In 1979, in accordance with then applicable State regul ations pertaining to the cl osure of
landfills, the Site was covered with a layer of clay soil varying in thickness fromone to 12
feet. A vegetative cover was then planted over the soil |ayer to prevent erosion.

From 1985 to 1987, EPA evaluated conditions at the Site and identified areas of potential
investigation. EPA then proposed the Site for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in
June 1988 and finalized the listing in March 1989.

I'n Novenber 1993, EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) for the Site. The ROD sel ected a renedy
consi sting of the foll ow ng:

. cover numintenance and seep controls,

. institutional controls to mnimze |and use and prevent groundwater use,

. surface water nonitoring to ensure | eachate contam nants do not mgrate fromthe
seep,

. groundwat er nmonitoring to ensure that the contam nants are reduced by natural

attenuati on and contam nants do not nove,

. inpl enentation of a punp and treat sytemif groundwater perfornmance standards have
not been net, and

. conti nued groundwater monitoring after groundwater performance standards were
achi eved.

<I MG SRC 98150C
<I MG SRC 98150D>
<I MG SRC 98150E>

3.0 Reasons for Issuing ROD Arendnent

This ROD Arendnent does not nodify the results of the risk assessnent or change the cl eanup
goal s/action | evel s docunented in the ROD dated Novenber 1993 and the May 1996 Expl anation of
Significant D fferences Fact Sheet. The purpose of this Amended ROD is to consider new
information regardi ng the nost effective groundwat er renedy.



The nmj or conponents of the amended groundwater renedy are:

. Institutional controls to restrict groundwater use beneath and i medi ately
surrounding the Site,

. Mai nt enance of the landfill cover, and

. Renoval of the requirenment for groundwater nonitoring and the punp-and-treat
conti ngency.

EPA's rationale for nodifying the renedy selected in the original ROD is based on new
information obtained during the Renedial Action phase. In the original ROD, EPA selected
groundwat er nmonitoring to ensure that the contam nants were reduced by natural attenuation and
did not mgrate away fromthe site, inplenmentation of a punp and treat systemif groundwater
perfornmance standards were not net, and continued groundwater nonitoring until EPA approves a
five-year review concluding that the alternative had achi eved conti nued attai nnent of the
perfornmance standards. G oundwater nonitoring for two and one-half years has denonstrated that
groundwat er contam nation levels for all contam nants of concern, except nanganese, are bel ow
perfornmance standards. G oundwater concentrations of nanganese have renmined stable in the wells
whi ch are contam nated. Manganese contaminati on has not noved to nore distant wells. In

addi tion, EPA analysis of groundwater data denonstrates that manganese contami nation in the
wel I s exceedi ng the groundwater perfornmance standard does not appear to be related to |andfil

i npacts.

4.0 Summary of Site Characteristics and Ri sks

Site characteristics and risks remain as described in the ROD dated Novenber 1993 and the May
1996 Explanation of Significant D fferences Fact Sheet.

5.0 Description of the Alternatives

EPA re-evaluated three alternatives devel oped as nodifications of the Feasibility Study (FS)
alternatives.

Alternative 1. Current Renedy with Continued Monitoring

This alternative would include all itens selected in the ROD dated Novenber 1993, except the
punp and treat contingency. Under this alternative, groundwater nonitoring would continue unti
EPA approves a five-year review concluding that the alternative has achi eved conti nued

attai nnent of the perfornmance standards. Groundwater nonitoring is estimated to continue for a
m ni mum of ten years to denonstrate reducti on of groundwater contam nation. Landfill cover

mai nt enance and seep controls would be a part of this alternative. The estimted cost of this
alternative is $320, 275

Alternative 2: Current Renmedy with Punp and Treat Contingency

This alternative would include all itenms selected in the original ROD, including the pump and
treat contingency. A punp and treat rermedy would involve installation of wells to renove
contam nated groundwater from below the Site. The contam nated groundwater woul d be treated to
renmove nanganese and the treated groundwater woul d be discharged to a nearby stream Landfil
cover numintenance and seep controls would be a part of this alternative. The estinated cost of
this alternative is $8, 631, 000



Alternative 3: Institutional and Engi neering Controls

This new alternative would include inplenentation of institutional controls to prevent
groundwat er use in the areas where performance standards are exceeded. G oundwater nonitoring
woul d not be continued since existing data has denonstrated that contamination is not noving
away fromthe Site. Landfill cover naintenance and seep controls would be a part of this
alternative. EPA would conduct a five-year reviewto determne if the renedy renmined protective
of human heal th and the environnment. The estimated cost of this alternative is $5,000

6.0 Summary of the Conparative Analysis of Alternatives

This section of the ROD amendrment provides the basis for determ ning which alternative provides
the best balance with respect to the statutory balancing criteria in Section 121 of CERCLA and
in Section 300.430 of the NCP. The nmjor objective of the original Feasibility Study was to
devel op, screen, and evaluate alternatives for the renediation at the Cedartown Site. Three
alternatives were re-evaluated using the follow ng nine evaluation criteria:

. Overall protection of human health and the environnent.

. Conpl i ance with applicable and/or rel evant Federal or State public health or
envi ronnent al standards.

. Long-term effecti veness and per manence

. Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume of hazardous substances or contam nants
t hrough treat nent

. Short-termeffectiveness, i.e., the inpacts a renedy m ght have on the comunity,
wor kers, or the environnment during the course of inplenmenting it.

. Inpl emrentability, i.e., the admnistrative or technical capacity to carry out the
alternative.

. Cost -ef fecti veness considering costs for construction, operation, and nai ntenance of
the alternative over the life of the project, including additional costs should it
fail.

. Acceptance by the State

. Accept ance by the Comunity.

The NCP categorizes the nine criteria into three groups:

(1) Threshold Criteria - overall protection of human health and the environnent and conpliance
with ARARs (or invoking a waiver) are threshold criteria that nust by satisfied in order for
an alternative to be eligible for selection

(2)Primary Balancing Criteria - long-termeffectiveness and pernanence; reduction of toxicity,
nmobility, or volune through treatnent; short-termeffectiveness; inplenentability, and cost
are prinmary bal ancing factors used to weigh najor trade offs anong alternative hazardous
wast e nmanagenent strategies; and



(3)Modifying Criteria - state and community acceptance are nodifying criteria that are
formally taken into account after public conmment is received on the proposed plan and
incorporated in the RCD anendnent.

The sel ected alternative nmust neet the threshold criteria including conpliance with all ARARs or
be granted a waiver for conpliance with ARARs. Any alternative that does not satisfy both of
these requirenents is not eligible for selection. The Primary Balancing Criteria are the
technical criteria upon which the detailed analysis is primarily based. The final two criteria,
known as Mudifying Criteria, assess the public's and the state agency's acceptance of the
alternative. Based on these final two criteria, EPA nay nodify the renedial action.

The following analysis is a sunmmary of the eval uation of alternatives considered for renediating
groundwat er for the Cedartown Site under each of the criteria.

Threshold Criteria
6.1 Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Al alternatives would provide overall protection of human health and the environnent.
Alternative 2 would be nost protective, if groundwater could be effectively punped and treated.
Alternatives 1 and 3 would be equally protective; however, alternative 1 would provide

addi tional sanpling data to denonstrate that contamnation is not mgrating. For alternative

3, groundwat er areas which exceed the performance standard woul d be restricted fromuse as
drinking water by deed restrictions. Goundwater beyond this affected area woul d neet
performance standards and woul d be safe for hunman use.

6.2 Conpliance with ARARs

Alternative 2 could be inplenented to conply with all ARARs described in the original ROD. For
the ARARs related to the Safe Drinking Water Act and the Lead and Copper Rule, Alternatives 1
and 3 would conply with drinking water naxi numcontam nant |levels (MCLs) or action levels for

all contam nants of concern, except manganese. For nanganese, Alternatives 1 and 3 would utilize
institutional controls to restrict use of groundwater which exceeded the health-based
performance standard for nanganese. Alternatives 1 and 3 could be inplenented to conply with all
ot her ARARs.

Primary Balancing Oriteria
6.3 Long-Term Ef fecti veness and Per nanence

Al alternatives would provide |ong-termeffectiveness and pernmanence through the landfill cover
mai nt enance and seep controls. Aternatives 1 and 3 would provide additional |ong-term
effectiveness and permanence by utilizing institutional controls to ensure that groundwater with
el evated | evel s of manganese is not used for human consunption. Alternative 2 would provide

addi tional long-termeffectiveness and pernanence by actively treating contam nated groundwater.

6.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune Through Treat nment

Since existing data has denonstrated that contaminant levels are not mgrating further fromthe
Site, treatnent to reduce toxicity, nobility or volune is not included in Alternatives 1 and 3.
Only alternative 2 would provide treatnment to reduce toxicity, nobility, or volunme of

contam nation through the punp and treat system



6.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative 1 would include continued groundwater nonitoring which presents mnimal risk to

wor kers, comunity or the environnment. Alternative 2 would involve construction of a punp and
treat system Such construction activities may produce short terminpacts fromdust and noise
Impacts fromthese activities could be reduced by normal dust and noise controls. Aternative

3 is highly effective in the short term This alternative would involve no construction
activities, which could present a risk to workers, comunity, or the environnent. The

inpl enentation of institutional controls will provide protection of human health from renai ni ng
groundwat er contam nati on

6.6 Inplenmentability

Alternative 1 involves a continuation of groundwater nonitoring and is easily inplenented with
utilization of readily avail able sanpling and anal ytical services. Alternative 2 involves
construction activities and nmethods which are easily acquired. Alternative 3 is easily

inpl enented, since it involves only periodic naintenance of the cover and inplenentation of
institutional controls

6.7 Cost

The estimated cost for Alternative 1 is relatively |ow at $320,275. Aternative 2 has the

hi ghest estimated cost at $8, 631, 000. The cost for Alternative 3 is mnimal, since it
i nvol ves only periodi ¢c mai ntenance of the cover and inplenmentation of institutional controls.
The estimated cost is $5, 000.

Modi fying Oriteria

6.8 State Acceptance

The State of Georgia has concurred on this amendrment to the sel ected renedy (Appendix A).

6.9 Comunity Acceptance

EPA has selected institutional controls and landfill cover maintenance as the renedy for the
Site. EPA received only one conmrent on the proposed plan whi ch supported sel ecti on of
Alternative 3 - Institutional and Engi neering Controls

7.0 Sel ected Renedy

Based upon the Admi nistrative Record, consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, the
detail ed anal ysis of alternatives and public and state comments, EPA has sel ected an anended
remedy for this site. The selected cleanup alternative to reduce to |levels protective of human
heal th and the environnent risks posed by contam nation found at the Cedartown Site is
Alternative 3 - Institutional and Engi neering Controls. This renedy involves inplenentation of
institutional controls to restrict groundwater use in the areas where performance standards are
exceeded. Groundwater nonitoring would not be continued, since existing data has denonstrated
that contamination is not mgrating away fromthe site. EPA would conduct a five-year reviewto
determine if the remedy renai ned protective of human health and the environment. The estimated
cost of this renmedy is $5, 000



This remedy will protect hunman health and the environnent by restricting groundwater use in
areas where performance standards are exceeded. ARARs can be easily nmet. Al though this renedy
wi Il not reduce toxicity and volune through treatnent, nobility appears to be reduced, as
indi cated by groundwater nonitoring results. The selected renedy is easily inplenented and is
cost effective.

Per f or mance St andards

The sel ected remedy will achieve the performance standards specified in the original ROD, with
the exception of the area beneath and i medi ately surrounding the landfill. Al activities
shall conply with ARARs, and state standards.

8.0 Statutory Determ nation

Under its legal authorities, EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
renmedi al actions. that achi eve adequate protection of human health and the environnent. I|n

addi tion, Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirenents and
preferences. These specify that, when conplete, the selected renedy nust neet appropriate
environnental standards established under Federal and State environnental |aws unless a
statutory waiver is justified. The selected renedy al so nust be cost-effective and utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery technologies to
the maxi num extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference for renedi es that
enpl oy treatnment that pernmanently and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nmobility of
hazardous wastes as their principal elenent. The anmended remedy neets the statutory requirenents
and preferences of Section 121 of CERCLA as further expl ai ned bel ow.

8.1 Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The sel ected renmedy protects human health and the environment through restricting the use of
groundwat er beneath and i medi ately surrounding the landfill and through landfill cover

mai nt enance. The sel ected remedy provides protection of human health and the environnment by

elimnating, reducing, and controlling risk through engineering controls and/or institutional
controls. Institutional and engineering controls will prevent exposure to contam nants while
natural attenuation occurs over tine.

8.2 Attainment of the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs)

Remedi al actions perforned under CERCLA, as anended by SARA, nust conply with all applicable or
rel evant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) unless a waiver is justified. All alternatives
considered for the site were evaluated on the basis of the degree to which they conplied with
these requirenents. The selected alternative was found to attain ARARs.

ARARs for the Cedartown Site are found in Tables 1, 2, and 3 and are di scussed bel ow.
Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

G oundwat er performance standards which are naxi nrum contam nant |evels (MCLs) under the Safe
Drinking Water Act have been net at the site. The perfornmance standard for nanganese was

devel oped using EPA' s risk assessnent guidelines. The nanganese performance standard will be net
by restricting use of groundwater which exceeds the nanganese perfornmance standard.

The selected renmedy will conply with all other relevant and appropriate regul ations.

Action- Speci fic ARARs



Because actions required by the selected renmedy are limted to institutional and engi neering
controls, the only action-specific ARAR for the renmedy is the Georgia Water Well Standards Act.

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

The selected remedy will not inpact critical habitats for threatened or endangered species.
Neither will it inpact wild or scenic rivers or any other sensitive habitat.

O her Quidance To Be Considered
QO her guidance to be considered (TBCs) include the Georgia Hazardous Site Response Act.
8.3 Cost Effectiveness

Cost effectiveness is determ ned by conparing the cost of all alternatives being considered with
their overall effectiveness to determ ne whether the costs are proportional to the effectiveness
achi eved. The selected renedy (Alternative 3) will reduce or elimnate risks to hunan health at
an estinmated cost of $5,000. It is expected to achieve an effectiveness conparable to
Alternatives 1 and 2 at a substantially |ower cost (although over a longer tine period than
Alternative 2).

8.4 Wilization of Permanent Sol utions to the Maxi num Extent Practicable

EPA has determned that the sel ected renedy represents the maxi mumextent to whi ch pernanent
solutions can be utilized in a cost-effective manner at the Cedartown Minicipal Landfill Site.
O those alternatives which nmeet the threshhold criteria, EPA has deternined that the selected
remedy provi des the best bal ance between | ong-term effectiveness and pernanence, short-term
effectiveness, and inplenentability, while also considering the statutory preference for
treatnent and state and conmmunity acceptance.

8.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

EPA bel i eves that the selected renedy provi des that best bal ance of all of the eval uation
criteria. However, the statutory preference for treatnent will not be met by this sel ected
remedy for the above stated reasons. Existing data have denonstrated that contam nant |evels are
not mgrating fromthe Site.

9.0 Docunentation of Significant Changes

None identified.



TABLE 1

POTENTI AL CHEM CAL SPECI FI C ARARs

CLEAN WATER ACT - 33 U S. C 1251-1376

R&A

SAFE

RESOURCE CONSERVATI ON AND RECOVERY ACT -

R&A

Description

Provi des for the establishment of water
quality criteria based on toxicity to
aquatic organi sns and human heal t h.

Sets standards to control pollutants which
pass through or interfere with treatnent
processes in publicly-owned treatnent

wor ks or which may contani nate sewage

sl udge.

DRI NKI NG WATER ACT - 40 U.S. C. 300

Establ i shes primary drinking water

regul ati ons pursuant to Section 1412 of
the Public Health Service Act, as anended
by the Safe Drinking Water Act; and
related regul ations applicable to public
wat er systens.

Est abl i shes Nati onal Secondary Drinking
Wat er Regul ations pursuant to Section 1412
of the Safe Drinking Water Act, as anended
(42 U.S.C. 300g-1); and control

contam nants in drinking water that
primarily affect the aesthetic qualities
relating to the public acceptance of
drinking water.

Identifies those solid wastes which are
subj ect to regul ati on as hazardous wastes.
Defines the term"solid waste" and

"hazar dous waste".

Establ i shes standards for generators of
hazar dous wast e.

42 U . S. C. 6901-6987

Citation
40 CFR Part 131
Anbi ent Water Quality Oiteria
Requi renent s
40 CFR Part 403 - Nati onal
Pretreat nent Standards

40 CFR Part 141
National Primary Drinking Water
Regul ati ons

40 CFR Part 143
Nati onal Secondary Drinki ng Water
Regul ati ons

40 CFR Part 261
Identification and Listing of
Hazar dous Waste

40 CFR Part 262
St andards Applicable to Generators
of Hazardous Waste



CLEAN AIR ACT - 42 U S.C. 7401-7642 .

R&A Est abl i shes standards for anbient air 40 CFR Part 50 - National Primary
quality to protect public health and and Secondary Anbient Air Quality
wel fare. St andar ds

STATE OF GEORA A REGULATI ONS

R&A Establ i shes rul es and regul ations for Georgi a Drinking Water
Georgi a drinking water standards and Regul ati ons, Chapter 391-3-5
addr esses wel | head protection zones.

A Establ i shes Georgia surface water quality Georgia Water Quality Control
criteria. Regul ati ons and Standards

R&A Est abl i shes standards for anbient air Ceorgia Air Quality Act, Chapter
quality to protect public health and 391-3-1
wel f are.

A------- APPLI CABLE REQUI REMENTS WH CH WERE PROMULGATED UNDER FEDERAL LAW TO SPECI FI CALLY ADDRESS A HAZARDQUS

SUBSTANCE, PCLLUTANT, CONTAM NANT, REMEDI AL ACTI ON LOCATI ON OR OTHER Cl RCUMSTANCE AT THE CEDARTOMWN SI TE.

R & A----RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS WHI CH WHI LE THEY ARE NOT "APPLI CABLE" TO A HAZARDQUS SUBSTANCE,
POLLUTANT, CONTAM NANT, REMEDI AL ACTI ON, LOCATI ON, OR OTHER Cl RCUMSTANCE AT THE CEDARTOMN SI TE, ADDRESS PROBLEMS
OR SI TUATI ONS SUFFI CI ENTLY SI M LAR TO THOSE ENCOUNTERED AT THE CEDARTOM SI TE THAT THEIR USE IS WELL SUI TED TO
THE SI TE.



TABLE 2
POTENTI AL ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs

CLEAN WATER ACT - 33 U S. C 1251-1376

A

Provi des for the establishnent of water
quality criteria based on toxicity to
aquati c organi sns and hunan heal t h.

Sets standards to control pollutants which
pass through or interfere with treatnent
processes in publicly-owned treatnent

wor ks or which nmay contam nate sewage

sl udge.

Requirenents limting injection of fluids
into underground sources of drinking water
Speci fies sanpling, analytical and
nonitoring requirenments for public water
syst ens

Sets standards to control pollutants which
pass through, interfere with, and
contanminate treatnment processes in public
treat ment works.

RESOURCE CONSERVATI ON AND RECOVERY ACT - 42 U.S.C. 6901-6987

R&A

Establ i shed mi ni num | evel s of perfornance
required of any solid waste | and di sposa
site operation including operation and
nmai nt enance.

Characterizations of treatnent facility
gener at ed sl udges

General requirements for identifying and
managi ng hazardous wastes and mani f est
requi renents for hazardous wastes

Est abl i shes standards which apply to
transporting hazardous waste within the
US., if required under 40 CFR Part 262

40 CFR Part 131
Anbient Water Quality Criteria
Requi renent s
40 CFR Part 403 - Nati onal
Pretreat nent Standards

40 CFR Part 144 - Underground

I njection Program

40 CFR Part 141 - Nation Primary
Drinki ng Water Standards

40 CFR Part 403 - Nati onal
Pretreat nent Standards

40 CFR 257-258 - Solid Waste
Managenent Regul ati ons

40 CFR Part 261 - ldentification and
Li sting of Hazardous Wastes

40 CFR Part 262 - Standards
Applicable to Generators of Hazardous
Wast e

40 CFR Part 263 - Standards
Applicable to Transporters of

Hazar dous Waste



R&A Est abl i shes m ni num nati onal standards 40 CFR Part 264 - Standards for

whi ch define the acceptabl e nanagenent of Omers and Qperators of Hazardous
hazar dous wastes for owners and operators Waste Treatnent, Storage, and
of facilities which treat, store, or Di sposal (TSD) Facilities

di spose of hazardous wastes.
CLEAN AIR ACT - 42 U.S.C. 7401-7624

R&A Addr esses hazardous air pollutants at 40 CFR Part 61 - National Em ssion
their point of em ssion fromspecific Standards for Hazardous Air
sour ces Pol | utants

STATE OF GEORA A REGULATI ONS

R&A Est abl i shes m ni num state standards for Georgia Water Wl |l Standards Act,
the siting, construction, operation, Chapter 12-5-120 through 138.
mai nt enance, and abandonnent of wells and

bor ehol es.

R&A Est abl i shes m ni num state standards which Geor gi a Hazardous Waste Managenent

defi ne the accept abl e managenent of Act, Chapter 391-3-11.

hazar dous wastes for owners and operators
of facilities which treat, store or
di spose of hazardous waste.

R&A Est abl i shes mi ni num | evel s of perfornmance Geor gi a Conprehensive Solid Waste
required of any solid waste | and di sposal Management Act, Chapter 391-3-4.
site operation.

R&A Est abl i shes pretreatnent standards and Georgia Water Quality Control Act,
permt requirenents for publicly-owned Chapt er
treatment works, criteria and standards 391-3-6

for injection wells, and authorizes DNR to

i ssue discharge pernits.
A------- APPLI CABLE REQUI REMENTS WH CH WERE PROMULGATED UNDER FEDERAL LAW TO SPECI FI CALLY ADDRESS A HAZARDOUS
SUBSTANCE, PCLLUTANT, CONTAM NANT, REMEDI AL ACTI ON LOCATI ON OR OTHER Cl RCUMBTANCE AT THE CEDARTOM SI TE.

R & A----RELEVANT AND APPRCPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS WHI CH WH LE THEY ARE NOT "APPLI CABLE' TO A HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE,
POLLUTANT, CONTAM NANT, REMEDI AL ACTI ON, LOCATI ON, OR OTHER Cl RCUMSTANCE AT THE CEDARTOWN SI TE, ADDRESS PROBLEMS OR
S| TUATI ONS SUFFI CI ENTLY SI M LAR TO THOSE ENCOUNTERED AT THE CEDARTOWN SI TE THAT THEIR USE IS WELL SUI TED TO THE SI TE.



TABLE 3

POTENTI AL LOCATI ON SPECI FI C ARARs

Description Ctation
R&A Regul ate activities in critical habitats Endangered Speci es Act of 1973 (50
in which endangered or threatened species CFR Parts 200 and 402) and Fi sh
are found. and WIldlife Coordination (33 CFR
Parts 320-330)
R&A Regul ates activities in areas designated WId and Scenic R ver Act (40 CFR

as wild, scenic, or recreational rivers.

STATE OF GECRA A REGULATI ONS

Part 6.302(e))

R&A Est abl i shes m nimum | evel s of perfornance Geor gi a Conpr ehensive Solid Waste
required of any solid waste |and di sposal Management Act, Chapter 391-3-4.
site operation.

R&A Regul ates activities in critical habitats Endangered Wldlife and WI dfl ower

upon whi ch endangered or threatened
speci es depend.

Preservation Act of 1973, Chapter
391-4-10.

A------- APPLI CABLE REQUI REMENTS WH CH WERE PROMULGATED UNDER FEDERAL LAW TO SPECI FI CALLY ADDRESS A HAZARDQUS
SUBSTANCE, PCOLLUTANT, CONTAM NANT, REMEDI AL ACTI ON LOCATI ON OR OTHER Cl RCUMSTANCE AT THE CEDARTOMWN SI TE.

R & A----RELEVANT AND APPRCPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS WHI CH WH LE THEY ARE NOT "APPLI CABLE' TO A HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE,
POLLUTANT, CONTAM NANT, REMEDI AL ACTI ON, LOCATI ON, OR OTHER Cl RCUMBTANCE AT THE CEDARTOM Sl TE, ADDRESS PROBLEMS
OR SI TUATI ONS SUFFI G ENTLY SIM LAR TO THOSE ENCOUNTERED AT THE CEDARTOM SI TE THAT THEIR USE IS WELL SU TED TO
THE STTE.



TABLE 4
TO BE- CONSI DERED ( TBC) DOCUMENTS

Description Ctation
TBC Establ i shes State hazardous substance Georgi a Hazardous Site Response Act
cl eanup activities and requirenents (HSRA), Chapter 391-3-19

TBCs - To-be-considered criteria are docunents which are not legally binding, but should be
considered in determning the necessary |evel of cleanup for protection of human health or the
envi ronnent .



APPENDI X A
STATE CONCURRENCE LETTER

<I MG SRC 98150F>
Dear M. G een:

The Georgi a Environnental Protection D vision (EPD) has reviewed the draft Record of
Deci si on (ROD) anendnent for the Cedartown Minicipal Landfill Site (Cedartown Site) in
Cedartown, Ceorgia. The original ROD, signed in Novenber of 1993, called for nonitoring and
institutional controls to address potential risks to hunan health and the environnent resulting
from possi bl e rel eases to groundwater of chrom um and manganese. The original ROD called for
groundwat er and surface water nonitoring, landfill cover naintenance and seep controls, and
I and-use restrictions. The original ROD al so contai ned a punp-and-treat contingency in case the
groundwat er performance standard could not be net.

This ROD anendnent is based on new information collected during the renedial action.
G oundwat er data collected during the previous two and one-hal f years has shown that no
constituents, except manganese, renmin above performance standards. Additional data fromthe
site indicate that the source of the nanganese is not the result of waste di sposal

The maj or conponents of this anendnent are

. institutional controls to restrict groundwater use beneath and i medi ately
surroundi ng the Cedartown Site

. mai nt enance of the landfill cover, and

. renmoval of the requirement for groundwater nonitoring and the punp-and treat
conti ngency.

Because there is the possibility that hazardous constituents may renmain on site, a five-year
review will be conducted, and it will include another groundwater sanpling event. Ceorgia EPD
hereby concurs with the sel ected renedy.

Si ncerely,

<I MG SRC 98150G

C Ms. Annie Godfrey, U S. EPA
M. David Johnson, Gty of Cedartown

File: Cedartown Minicipal Landfill (B)



